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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeJACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 20" day of October 2011, upon consideration of theciapt's
opening brief and the appellee’s motion to affiimappears to the Court
that:

(1) On September 9, 2010, the appellant, Timothya€kson, pled
guilty to Possession of a Controlled Substanceiwitl®00 Feet of a School
(“PCS within 1000 Feet of a School”) and Resistfrgest. For PCS within
1000 Feet of a School, Jackson was sentenced ¢oyfars at Level V

suspended for one year at Level Il probation. Resisting Arrest, he was



sentenced to one year at Level V suspended foryaae at Level Il
probation.

(2) On November 29, 2010, Jackson was chargedwethtion of
probation (VOP) for having not reported in persorhis probation officer
and for not reporting his November 7, 2010 artest the January 12, 2011
VOP hearing that followed, Jackson, through coyre#itted the VOP.

(3) For PCS within 1000 Feet of a School, the SopeCourt
sentenced Jackson to five years at Level V suspeafier completion of a
drug treatment program for eighteen months at Lévelrest followed by
one year at Level lll Crest Aftercare. For RengtArrest, the Superior
Court discharged Jackson as unimproved. This dppeaved.

(4) On appeal, Jackson expresses dissatisfactiom s VOP
sentence, and he asks that this Court vacate titenee and remand for
resentencing “in front of a different judge.” Noneless, having reviewed
the transcript of the VOP hearing, the Court casce&lin no support for
Jackson’s claim that he was sentenced on the basigpermissible factual
predicates, judicial vindictiveness, bias, closendeidness, or any other

illegality.?

! It appears from the record that Jackson was adest November 7, 2010 on charges of
Receiving Stolen Property and Conspiracy.
2 Splev. Sate, 701 A.2d 79, 83 (Del. 1997).
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(5) The hearing transcript reflects that the Supe€ourt judge
listened to Jackson’s explanation of the admittedPVas well as the
probation officer's recommendation of sentence.th@a end, the Superior
Court imposed a sentence that was based on reldaatdrs, within
statutory limits, and did not exceed the sentengginally imposed on
September 9, 2010.

(6) Appellate review of a VOP sentence is limitedwhether a
sentence has exceeded statutory lifit§O]nce a defendant violates the
terms of [ ] probation, the Superior Court has #uwthority to require a
defendant to serve the sentence imposed, or asgrlesntence.”

NOW, THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the motimn
affirm is GRANTED. The judgment of the Superioru@ois AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice

3 Mayesv. State, 604 A.2d 839, 842 (Del. 1992).
* Sate v. Soman, 886 A.2d 1257, 1260 (Del. 2005) (citing 11 Del.§4334(c)).
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